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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claim 1, 3, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Blake et al, "An Architecture for Differentiated Services", RFC 2475, December, 1998, 
herein after being referenced as Blake. 

For Claim 1, Blake discloses a traffic management processor (Figure 1, page 16) 
for independently throttling the bandwidth of individual traffic flows, comprising: 

an instruction decoder (Classifier in Figure 1 , page 16), having an input to 
receive a throttle control instruction identifying a flow identification ID (DS codepoint, 
3rd bullet in page 3, or page 4) of a particular traffic flow to be throttled, and having an 
output (the output from Classifier to Meter in Figure 1 , Page 16) to provide a throttle 
enable signal; and 

a departure time calculator circuit (the combination of Meter and Marker in Figure 
1 , Page 16) having an input to receive the throttle enable signal (the input from Marker 
to Shaper/Dropper in Figure 1, Page 16) and configured to calculate a departure time 
(Shaper/Dropper in Figure 1, Page 16) for the incoming packet in response to size and 
bandwidth parameters associated with the incoming (Metering, page 6). 
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As to claim 3 t Blake discloses the traffic management processor of Claim 1 (as 
applied to claim 1 above), wherein the throttle control instruction further comprises a 
specified traffic type indicator (DS codepoint in page 4) that indicates which type of 
traffic is be throttled. 

For claim 15, Blake discloses a method for selectively throttling any number of 
traffic flows, comprising: 

receiving an incoming packet including a flow ID (DS codepoint in page 4), the 
flow ID indicating to which traffic flow the incoming packet belongs; 

receiving a throttle control instruction (the output of Marker in Figure 1 , page 16) 
including a specified flow ID indicating which traffic flow is subject to throttling; 

comparing the specified flow ID with the incoming packet's ID to generate a 
throttle enable signal (the output from Classifier to Meter in Figure 1, page 16); and 

selectively delaying transmission of the incoming packet in response to the 
throttle enable signal (the output from Marker in Figure 1 , page 16). 
3. Claim 9-10 and 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Heinanen et al, "A Single Rate Three Color Marker", RFC 2697, September 1999 
(herein af Heinanen). 

For claim 9, Heinanen discloses a method for selectively throttling (function of 
Marker, Figure in Page 2), individual traffic flows, comprising: 

receiving an incoming packet including a BMF and a flow ID (DS field, second 
paragraph from the bottom of Section 1, page 2, both BMF and ID are interpreted as 
independent numbers to be stored in DS which has space to hold more than one 
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number), the flow ID (color of packet, second paragraph from the bottom of Section 1 , 
page 2), indicating to which traffic flow the incoming packet; 

receiving a throttle control instruction field (Result, the Figure in page 2) 
specifying which traffic flow is subject to throttling; 

determining whether the incoming packet is part of the traffic flow specified by 
the throttle control instruction (Color-Aware procedure, last set of bullets in page 3); and 

selectively delaying transmission of the incoming packet in response to the 
determining (Color-Aware procedure, last set of bullets in page 3). 

As to claim 10, the method of Claim 9 (as applied to claim 9 above), wherein the 
determining comprises: comparing a specified flow ID (color of packet, second 
paragraph from the bottom of Section 1 , page 2) provided by the throttle control 
instruction with the flow ID from the incoming packet (Color-Aware procedure, last set of 
bullets in page 3). 

As to claim 12, Heinanen discloses the method of Claim 9 (as applied to claim 9 
above), wherein the throttle control instruction further specifies which types of traffic are 
subject to throttling (Color-Aware procedure, last set of bullets in page 3). 

As to claim 13, Heinanen discloses the method of Claim 12 (as applied to claim 
1 2 above), further comprising: 

ascertaining whether the incoming packet is of the traffic type specified in 
the throttle control instruction (Color-Aware procedure, last set of bullets in page 3). 

As to claim 14, Heinanen discloses the method of Claim 13 (as applied to 
claim 13 above), wherein the ascertaining comprises: 
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comparing a traffic type indicator specified by the throttle control instruction with 
a traffic type indicator corresponding to the incoming packet. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

5. Claim 2, 4-7, and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Blake et al, "An Architecture for Differentiated Services", RFC 2475, December, 
1998 in view of Heinanen et al, "A Single Rate Three Color Marker", RFC 2697, 
September 1999. 

As to claim 2, it is based on claim 1 , wherein DTC circuit is configured to 
calculate departure time of incoming packets by selectively multiplying a BMF. 

Blake discloses everything in claim 1 , but fails to teach specific way of metering 
(deciding departure time for each packet), including selectively using BMF to calculate 
departure time of packets. 



Application/Control Number: 10/613,628 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2609 

Heinanen discloses a way of metering (srTCM in Color-Aware mode, 3rd 
paragraph from the bottom in page 3) an incoming packet based on bandwidth 
parameters CIR, CBS, EBS (Abstract Section in page 1) and the color of the packet 
(First paragraph of Section 1 in page 1). The departure time of outgoing packet is then 
adjusted according to the color of the packet. This is equivalent to multiplying a BWF in 
that the departure time of packet is adjusted. Following the engineering design 
expedient, the colored traffic can either be put in different transmit queues, or put on a 
single transmit queue with departure time being adjust by multiplying different factors 
(such as 1 , 2, and 3) for traffic with different colors. 

Blake is explicitly cited as one of the references (Last reference in Page 6) in 
Heinanen because Heinanen is written under the framework taught by Blake for easy 
implementation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine Blake with Heinanen because Heinanen is written 
under the framework taught by Blake for easy implementation. 

As to claim 4, Heinanen further discloses the traffic management processor of 
Claim 3, wherein throttle control instruction further comprises a mode signal (mode 
which can be Color-Blind or Color-Aware, second paragraph of page 3) that can be set 
to a state that causes the DTC circuit to alter the packer's departure time, regardless of 
the packet's flow ID or traffic type (Color-Blind mode, page 3). 

The combination of Blake and Heinanen taught everything in claim 3, Heinanen 
further discloses additional embodiments in claim 4 as described above. 
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Blake is explicitly cited as one of the references (Last reference in Page 6) in 
Heinanen because Heinanen is written under the framework taught by Blake for easy 
implementation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine Blake with Heinanen because Heinanen is written 
under the framework taught by Blake for easy implementation. 

As to claim 5, the traffic management processor of Claim 1 , further comprising a 
departure time table coupled to the DTC circuit and having a plurality of rows, each for 
storing the departure time of a corresponding packet; 

Blake discloses everything in claim 1 , but fails to explicitly teach the departure 
time table structure. 

However, the outgoing packets that cannot be transmit right away are put on a 
queue associated with marker (3rd paragraph of Section 2.3.2, page 15 of Blake et al) 
that is drained in at the rate of physical transmit channel. The transmit queue associated 
with marker is equivalent to the departure time table coupled to the DTC circuit, and 
packets on the queue are corresponding to rows of the departure time table, with their 
positions on the queue equivalent to the departure time of the corresponding packets. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to use the traffic management processor comprising a table for 
departure time because that the transmit queue associated with marker is equivalent to 
the departure time table coupled to the DTC circuit, and packets on the queue are 
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corresponding to rows of the departure time table, with their positions on the queue 
equivalent to the departure time of the corresponding packets. 

For claim 6, Blake discloses a traffic management processor comprising: an 
instruction decoder (Classifier in Figure 1, page 15) for receiving a throttle control 
instruction that specifies which traffic flows are to be throttled, and having an output to 
provide a throttle enable signal (the output from Classifier to Meter in Figure 1 , page 
15); and a DTC circuit for calculating a departure time for the incoming packet (the 
combination of Meter and Marker in Figure 1, page 15). 

Blake fails to disclose that DTC calculate a departure time in response to packet 
size and bandwidth parameters associated, as well as using BMF. 

Heinanen discloses a way of metering (srTCM in Color-Aware mode, 3rd 
paragraph from the bottom in page 3) an incoming packet based on on its size (packet 
of size B, 3rd paragraph from bottom in page 3) and bandwidth parameters (Tc and Te, 
second paragraph in page 3, and CIR, CBS, and EBS, Abstract Section in page 1) and 
the color of the packet (First paragraph of Section 1 in page 1 ). The departure time of 
outgoing packet is then adjusted according to the color of the packet. This is equivalent 
to multiplying a BWF in that the departure time of packet is adjusted. Following the 
engineering design expedient, the colored traffic can either be put in different transmit 
queues, or put on a single transmit queue with departure time being adjust by 
multiplying different factors (such as 1 , 2, and 3) for traffic with different colors 
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Blake is explicitly cited as one of the references (Last reference in Page 6) in 
Heinanen because Heinanen is written under the framework taught by Blake for easy 
implementation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine Blake with Heinanen because Heinanen is written 
under the framework taught by Blake for easy implementation. 

As to claim 7, the traffic management processor of Claim 6, wherein packet 
includes a flow identification identifying the packet's traffic flow. 

The combination of Blake and Heinanen disclose the traffic management 
processor of Claim 6 (as applied to claim 6 above), Blake further discloses a flow 
identification identifying the packet's traffic flow (DS codepoint in page 4). 

Blake is explicitly cited as one of the references (Last reference in Page 6) in 
Heinanen because Heinanen is written under the framework taught by Blake for easy 
implementation. 

■ Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine Blake with Heinanen because Heinanen is written 
under the framework taught by Blake for easy implementation. 

As to claim 8, the traffic management processor of Claim 6, wherein the throttle 
control instruction specifies which types of traffic are to be throttled. 

The combination of Blake and Heinanen disclose the traffic management 
processor of Claim 6 (as applied to claim 6 above), Blake further discloses a flow 
identification identifying the packet's traffic flow (DS codepoint in page 4). 
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Blake is explicitly cited as one of the references (Last reference in Page 6) in 
Heinanen because Heinanen is written under the framework taught by Blake for easy 
implementation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine Blake with Heinanen because Heinanen is written 
under the framework taught by Blake for easy implementation. 

As to claim 11, Heinanen discloses the method of Claim 9 (as applied to claim 9 
above), wherein the selectively delaying comprises: 

receiving packet size (packet of size B, 3rd paragraph from bottom in page 3) 
and bandwidth parameters for the incoming packet (Tc and Te, second paragraph in 
page 3, and CIR, CBS, and EBS, Abstract Section in page 1); and 

calculating a departure time for the incoming packet in response to the size and 
bandwidth parameters (Color-Aware procedure, last set of bullets in page 3). 

Heinanen fails to explicitly disclose selectively multiplying the bandwidth 
parameter by the BMF in response to the determining; 

Heinanen discloses a way of metering (srTCM in Color-Aware mode, 3rd 
paragraph from the bottom in page 3) an incoming packet based on bandwidth 
parameters and the color of the packet (First paragraph of Section 1 in page 1 ). The 
departure time of outgoing packet is then adjusted according to the color of the packet. 
This is equivalent to multiplying a BWF in that the departure time of packet is adjusted. 
Following the engineering design expedient, the colored traffic can either be put in 
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different transmit queues, or put on a single transmit queue with departure time being 
adjust by multiplying different factors (such as 1 , 2, and 3) for traffic with different colors. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to selectively multiplying the departure time by the BMF 
because of engineering design expedient. 

As to claim 16, Blake discloses everything in the method of Claim 15 (as applied 
to claim 15 above), but fails to disclose calculating a departure time for the incoming 
packet in response to size and bandwidth parameters corresponding to the incoming 
packet, wherein the bandwidth parameter is selectively multiplied by a BMF. 

Heinanen discloses a way of metering (srTCM in Color-Aware mode, 3rd 
paragraph from the bottom in page 3) an incoming packet based on bandwidth 
parameters CIR, CBS, EBS (Abstract Section in page 1) and the color of the packet 
(First paragraph of Section 1 in page 1). The departure time of outgoing packet is then 
adjusted according to the color of the packet. This is equivalent to multiplying a BWF in 
that the departure time of packet is adjusted. Following the engineering design 
expedient, the colored traffic can either be put in different transmit queues, or put on a 
single transmit queue with departure time being adjust by multiplying different factors 
(such as 1 , 2, and 3) for traffic with different colors. 

Blake is explicitly cited as one of the references (Last reference in Page 6) in 
Heinanen because Heinanen is written under the framework taught by Blake for easy 
implementation. 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine Blake with Heinanen because Heinanen is written 
under the framework taught by Blake for easy implementation. 

As to claim 17, the method of Claim 16, wherein the throttle control instruction 
further specifies which types of traffic are subject to throttling. 

The combination of Blake and Heinanen disclose everything in the method of 
Claim 16 (as applied to claim 16 above), Heinanen further discloses the throttle control 
instruction further specifies which types of traffic (colors of packets, second paragraph 
from the bottom of Section 1 , page 2) are subject to throttling. 

Heinanen is disclosed within the framework taught by Blake et al, which is 
explicitly cited as one of the references in Heinanen et al. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine Blake with Heinanen because Blake is explicitly 
cited as one of the references in Heinanen et al. 

As to claim 18, the combination of Blake and Heinanen disclose everything in 
the method of Claim 17 (as applied to claim 17 above). Heinanen further discloses that 
in the method of Claim 17: 

determining whether the incoming packet is of the traffic type (color of the packet, 
second paragraph from the bottom of Section 1, page 2) specified by the throttle control 
instruction; and 

selectively asserting the throttle enable signal in to the determining (Color-Aware 
procedure, last set of bullets in page 3). 
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Blake is explicitly cited as one of the references (Last reference in Page 6) in 
Heinanen because Heinanen is written under the framework taught by Blake for easy 
implementation. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine Blake with Heinanen because Heinanen is written 
under the framework taught by Blake for easy implementation. 

As to claim 19, tBIake and Heinanen in combination the traffic management 
processor of Claim 2, wherein each packet includes the BMF and the flow ID (DS field, 
second paragraph from the bottom of Section 1 , page 2, both BMF and ID are 
interpreted as independent numbers to be stored in DS which has space to hold more 
than one number). 

As to claim 22, Blake and Heinanen in combination disclose traffic management 
processor of Claim 6, Blake further disclose wherein each packet includes the BMF (DS 
field, second paragraph from the bottom of Section 1 , page 2, both BMF and ID are 
interpreted as independent numbers to be stored in DS which has space to hold more 
than one number). 

6. Claims 20-21 and 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Blake in view of Ohgane et al, US Patent 587173 with the title 
"Communication Control Device and Method for use in an ATM System Operable in an 
ABR Mode", Feb. 23, 1999 (hereinafter Ohgane). 

As to Claim 20, Blake and Heinanen in combination disclose the traffic 
management processor of Claim 1 ; 
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they are silent on a CAM device; 

Ohgane discloses a CAM device having a plurality of rows (FIG. 6, and last 
paragraph of Col 8), each for storing the flow ID for a corresponding packet (VC, last 
paragraph of Col 8); 

The memory device can be implemented in CAM (the combination of 25 and 27 
of FIG. 1), which is often used in network devices to improve performance. In addition, 
implementing methods/algorithms in hardware memory devices (such as CAM) is 
conventional in the art and this examiner takes Office Notice of this notion. The 
advantages of this include great improvement of performance and reliability. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine Blake with Ohgane to produce a system implementing 
methods taught by Blake with memory devices disclosed by Ohgane because of the 
performance improvement and reliability. 

As to Claim 21, Blake, Heinanen and Ohgane disclose the traffic management 
processor of Claim 20; Ohgane further discloses wherein each row (FIG. 6, and last 
paragraph of Col 8) of the CAM device further stores a traffic type indicator TTI (ATM 
cell header shown in Fig. 6 which inherently has a field payload type field PT) indicating 
a traffic type of the corresponding packet (VC, last paragraph of Col 8). 
7. Claims 23-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Blake and Heinanen as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of Ohgane. 

As to Claim 23, Blake and Heinanen in combination disclose the traffic 
management processor of Claim 7; 
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they are silent on a CAM device; 

Ohgane discloses a CAM device (the combination of 25 and 27 of FIG. 1) having 
a plurality of rows (FIG. 6, and last paragraph of Col 8), each for storjng the flow ID for a 
corresponding packet (VC, last paragraph of Col 8); 

The memory device can be implemented in CAM, which is often used in network 
devices to improve performance. In addition, implementing methods/algorithms in 
hardware memory devices (such as CAM) is conventional in the art and this examiner 
takes Office Notice of this notion. The advantages of this include great improvement of 
performance and reliability. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to combine Blake with Ohgane to produce a system 
implementing methods taught by Blake with memory devices disclosed by Ohgane 
because of the performance improvement and reliability. 

As to Claim 24, Blake, Heinanen and Ohgane disclose the traffic management 
processor of Claim 23; Ohgane further discloses wherein each row (FIG. 6, and last 
paragraph of Col 8) of the CAM device further stores a traffic type indicator TTI (ATM 
cell header shown in Fig. 6 which inherently has a field payload type field PT) indicating 
a traffic type of the corresponding packet (VC, last paragraph of Col 8). 

Response to Arguments/Remarks 
8. Applicant's arguments filed on 4/03/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 
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9. For remarks on claims 1-5 (from Line 15 of Page 8 to Line 13 of Page 10), 
particularly representative claim 1 , Applicants argue that "Blake fails to disclose or 
suggest a traffic management processor including 'an instruction decoder having an 
input to receive a throttle control instruction identifying a flow identification ID of a 
particular traffic flow to be throttled, and having an output to provide a throttle enable 
signal 1 " (Lines 6 to 9 of Page 10) because the following reasons: 

a) a traffic flow in the application is different from the type of traffic disclosed by 
Blake which applicants interpret as an aggregation of multiple traffic flows. (Lines 4-13, 
particularly 6 of Page 9); 

b) "Blake's classifier is not an instruction decoder, does not have an input to 
receive a throttle control instruction and does not have an output to generate a throttle 
enable signal" (Lines 21-23 of Page 9); 

In response, Examiner respectfully disagrees. According to MPEP claims should 
be given "the broadest reasonable interpretation" (Bullet 2 of H Subsection in MPEP 
708(a)). The following are Examiner's responses to applicants' comments: 

a) What Blake disclose for the packets belong to a traffic type is a set of packets 
that have the same ID (a part of DS codepoint); upon which the same set of rules will be 
applied when being processed (scheduled), which conceptually is exactly the same as 
the packets belong to a traffic flow as described in the application. Applicants seem to 
interpret a traffic type narrowly only as the aggregation of multiple traffic flows. 
However, a traffic type can easily be interpreted as having only one traffic flow and is 
therefore identical to a traffic flow; 



Application/Control Number: 10/613,628 Page 17 

Art Unit: 2609 

b) Blake's classifier reads traffic type ID (or code, a part of DS codepoint) of 
every packet and determines (decodes) its value and then inform (sending signal) to 
other one or more of other components of the traffic management processor for 
different actions (including throttling), with the traffic code of each packet being the 
instruction code. It matches very well with the structure and functions of the decoder 
disclosed by the application. The logic of the classifier on how to interpret traffic code 
can either be pre-built in or through the configuration of its parameters that can be 
changed with configuration instructions; these techniques are common practice in the 
art and is known to any person with ordinary skills in the art. 

10. For remarks on claims 15-18 (from Line 25 of Page 10 to Line 22 of Page 12), 
particularly representative claim 15, Applicants use the same reasons as those of Claim 
1. 

In response, the explanation to Claim 1 presented above is applied. 

11. For remarks on claims 9-14 (from Line 5 of Page 1 2 to Line 4 of Page 1 4), 
particularly representative claim 9, Applicants argue that Heinanen fails to disclose or 
suggest the method of Claim 9 due to the following reasons: 

a) "color of packet of Heinanen is not equivalent to a flow ID of the application. 
(Lines 1-12 of Page 11); 

b) Heinanen does not disclose throttle instructions (Lines 20-21 of Page 15); and 

c) "Heinanen's 'color aware procedure' does NOT determine 'whether the 
incoming packet is part of the traffic flow specified by the throttle control instruction'" 
(Lines 21 -23 of Page 13); 
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In response, Examiner respectfully disagrees. The following are Examiner's 
responses to applicants' remarks: 

a) color of packet of Heinanen (a part of DS) is equivalent to BMF, which 
provides information on how to process the packet for a traffic flow; applicants also have 
a similar argument regarding traffic flow ID (another part of DS) as applied to claim 1 , 
the explanation to Claims 1 presented above is applied; 

b) The output of marker (and part output from meter directly fed into the shaper 
of the traffic management processor shown in Figure 1 of RFC 2475, as suggested in 
line 2 of Abstract of Heinanen) suggests traffic control instructions that include throttling 
instructions because packets with different color will be processed differently; 

c) As explained in the Office Action for claim 1 , the DS field of each packet 
including both color (BMF) and traffic flow ID determines whether the packet belongs to 
the traffic flow and provide throttle control instructions when necessary. 

12. For remarks on claims 6-8, 11-14 and 16-18 (from Line 11 of Page 14 to Line 20 
of Page 16), particularly representative claim 6, Applicants argue that "Heinanen fails to 
disclose or suggest the traffic management processor of Applicants' Claim 12." (Lines 7- 
8 of Page 15) due to the following reasons: 

a) failure to disclose to the encoder (Lines 1 -1 2 of Page 11); 

b) failure to throttle instructions (Lines 20-21 of Page 15); and 

c) failure to DTC (Lines 21-23 of Page 13); 

In response, Examiner respectfully disagrees. The following are Examiner's 
responses to applicants' remarks: 
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a) an encoder is disclosed as explained in b) of the response to remark on claim 
1 above; 

b) throttle instructions are disclosed as explained in c) of the response to remark 
on claim 9 above; 

c) a DTC is disclosed as Shaper in Figure 1 of Blake; the shaper rearranges 
departure time of packet to make transmission smooth, which is equivalent to function 
of DTC determining departure time for packets. 

13. Applicant arguments with respect to new claims 19-24 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Applicants amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jianye Wu whose telephone number is (571)270-1665. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday, 8am to 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Eliseo Ramos-Feliciano can be reached on (571)272-7925. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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